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REMARKS 

Claim Rejections 

Claims L 2. 3. 7 and 17-21 — 35 U.S.C. S 103(a) 

Claims 1, 2, 3, 7 and 17-21 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly 
being unpatentable over U.S. Pat. No. 3,780,310 to Hudler ("Hudler") in view of U.S. Pat. No. 
6,481,712 to Yap ('Tap"). 

Addressing claim 1, the combination of Hudler and Yap does not disclose or suggest at 
least a stamp side-detecting portion which determines on which face of each of postal items a 
stamp is affixed, as recited in claim. Hudler is directed to an apparatus for optically detecting 
unprepared postage stamps (Abstract). However, according to Hudler this apparatus is capable 
of detecting a stamp only in a limited area of a postal item. 

As disclosed by Hudler in Fig. 3, international agreement requires that postage stamps be 
stuck on the postal item in a predetermined area at a corner of the postal item (column 4, lines 5- 
13). Hudler discloses detecting a stamp only within this predetermined area. Further, even 
within this limited area, Hudler requires a plurality of staggered photoelectric sensing units to 
detect the stamps (column 4, lines 14-18). Thus, Hudler does not contemplate use for 
determining the presence of a stamp on the face of the postal item, except in a limited 
predetermined area, and thus is unsuitable for determining on which face of each of postal items 
a stamp is affixed. 

The Examiner does not allege that Yap provides any additional disclosure with respect to 
claim 1. Accordingly, Applicant submits that claim 1 is patentable over the cited prior art. 

With regard to claim 2, Applicant submits that claim to contains features similar to the 
features recited in claim 1 and is therefore patentable over Hudler for similar reasons. Further, 
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Yap does not cure the deficiencies of Hudler, The Examiner relies on Yap to allegedly disclose 
wherein said facing portion has multiple rollers with different mounting angles varying from 
tilted to erect, and a raising portion which raises the postal items sorted by said sorting portion so 
that the bearings of the postal items are changed from tilted to erect, as recited in claim 2. 
Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

Yap is directed to a sorting and stacking apparatus, and discloses a turn-up module 20 
which acts to change a horizontal orientation of a postal item (i.e., with a face of a postal item 
parallel to a table) to a vertical orientation (i.e., with the face of the postal item perpendicular to 
the table) using an inclined guide and a drive belt (see column 3, lines 36-39 and Fig. 3, 
reference numeral 20). Thus, Yap fails to disclose or suggest wherein said facing portion has 
multiple rollers with different mounting angles varying from tilted to erect, and a raising portion 
which raises the postal items sorted by said sorting portion so that the bearings of the postal 
items are changed from tilted to erect, as required by the claim. 

Even if one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have 
combined the references as attempted by the Examiner, the combination would not satisfy all the 
limitations of the claim since the references, either alone or in combination, fail to disclose 
suggest all the claimed features. Accordingly, claim 2 is patentable over the combination of 
Hudler and Yap, Claims 3, 7 and 1 7-21 are patentable at least by virtue of their dependence 
from claim 1 . 

With further regard to claim 3, Applicant notes that the turn-up module 20 disclosed by 
Yap reorients a postal item from a horizontal to a vertical orientation as explained above and thus 
is not an orientation-adjusting portion which adjusts the orientation of the postal items so that the 
direction of their length coincides with the transport direction, as required by the claim. Further, 
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the feeder periphery of the roller cited by the Examiner is related to sorting and stacking sections 
of Yap's apparatus and is not related to the turn-up module 20. Thus, the combination of 
elements is inappropriate. Claim 3 is patentable for at least these additional reasons. 

With further regard to claim 17, Applicant notes that the paddle disclosed by Yap relates 
to a stacking bin which accepts postal items that have been sorted. The paddle moves 
longitudinally to increase the bin size as more postal items are sorted into the bin. See column 3, 
165-column 4, line 1 1 . Further, paddle movement is unrelated to information detected by a 
stamp side detecting portion. Thus, Yap as cited by the Examiner, does not disclose or suggest at 
least wherein said sorting portion has a paddle driven based on the information detected by said 
stamp side-detecting portion, as recited in claim. Claim 17 is patentable for least these additional 
reasons. 

Claim 8 — 35 U.S.C. 8 103(a) 

Claim 8 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over 
Hudler in view of Yap and further in view of U.S. Pat. Pub. No. 2002/004663 to Yokoi 
("Yokoi"). Applicant traverses this rejection. 

Claim 8 is patentable over the combination of Hudler, Yap and Yokoi. Claim 8 depends 
from claim 1 and incorporates the above-noted claimed features deficient in the combination of 
Hudler and Yap. Yokoi does not cure the deficiencies of the Hudler- Yap combination. 

The Examiner relies on Yokoi only to allegedly disclose sealing a postmark on a stamp. 
However, even if Yokoi provides such disclosure, Yokoi fails to provide the disclosure missing 
in the Hudler- Yap combination. Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made would not have been motivated to combine the references as attempted by 
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the Examiner, since the references, either alone or in combination, fail to disclose suggest all the 
claimed features. 

Accordingly, claim 8 is patentable over the combination of Hudler, Yap and Yokoi. 
Claims 4-6 and 9-16 — 35 U.S.C § 103(a) 

Claims 4-6 and 9-16 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Hudler in view of Yap, and further in view of U.S. Pat. No. 3,038,607 to 
Eckert, Jr. ("Eckert"). Applicant traverses this rejection. 

Claims 4-6 and 9-16 are patentable over the combination of Hudler, Yap and Eckert. 
Claims 4-6 and 9-16 depend from claim 1 and thereby incorporate the above-noted claimed 
features missing in the disclosure of the Hudler- Yap combination. Eckert does not provide the 
disclosure missing in the combined references. 

Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would not 
have been motivated to combine the references as attempted by the Examiner, since the 
references, either alone or in combination, fail to disclose suggest all the claimed features. 

Accordingly, claims 4-6 and 9-16 are patentable over the combination of Hudler, Yap 
and Eckert. 
Conclusion 

In view of the above, reconsideration and allowance of this application are now believed 
to be in order, and such actions are hereby solicited. If any points remain in issue which the 
Examiner feels may be best resolved through a personal or telephone interview, the Examiner is 
kindly requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 
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The USPTO is directed and authorized to charge all required fees, except for the Issue 
Fee and the Publication Fee, to Deposit Account No. 19-4880. Please also credit any 
overpayments to said Deposit Account. 

Respectfully submitted, 



SUGHRUE MION, PLLC 
Telephone: (202) 293-7060 
Facsimile: (202) 293-7860 

WASHINGTON OFFICE 

23373 

CUSTOMER NUMBER 

Date: October 28, 2008 



^ahcis G. Plati, Sr. 
Registration No. 59,153 
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